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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1, 3-11, 13-21 and 23-36 are pending. Applicant has amended claims 1, 13 and 31 
and canceled claim 12 and 22. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

2. Claims 23-30 are allowed. 

3. Claims 8-9, 15, 17, 32-34 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1, 3-7, 10-11, 13-14, 18-21, 31 and 35-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Bondy et ai (U.S. 5,491,813) in view of Keller et al (U.S. 
5,752,032) further in view of Schoening et al (U.S. 6,226,788). 



6. As to claim 1, Bondy teaches loading device-independent driver code (graphic packages 
56, 57, 58, col. 6, lines 7-17), wherein the device-independent code forms a first portion of a 
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display driver (code which interacts with applications 51, 52, 53; col. 4, lines 27-42), receiving a 
device identifier associated with a particular device (Silicon Graphics, graPHIGS, coL4, lines 55- 
58), identifying a particular device-specific driver portion (device specific code 81 or 82) from a 
plurality of driver portions associated with the device identifier (col. 4, lines 27-42), loading the 
particular device-specific portion (col. 6, lines 18-30 and 46-53), wherein the device-specific 
portion forms a second portion of the display driver (code which interact with display adapter A, 
B, ...,E, Figs. 1,2). See col. 2, lines 11-53; col. 4, linel8-col. 5, line 45; col. 9, line 41 - col. 
10, line 16. 

7. However, Bondy does not explicitly teach loading the device-independent driver code 
and the particular device-specific driver portion into kernel mode memory, and requesting a 
device identifier after loading the device-independent code into kernel memory, wherein the 
requested device identifier is to identify a particular device, and the identifying step is based on a 
comparison of versions associated with functions of the device-specific driver portion to versions 
expected through an application program interface. Keller teaches loading the device- 
independent driver code and the particular device-specific driver portion into kernel mode 
memory (kernel memory; col. 7, line 61 - col. 8, line 14), and requesting a device identifier after 
loading the device-independent code into kernel memory, wherein the requested device identifier 
is to identify a particular device (board identifier; col. 13, lines 5-20). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the 
teaching of Bondy and Keller because it provides a flexible, modular device driver architecture 
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that can provide independent hardware configuration options on a dynamic reconfiguration basis 
(col. 3, lines 14-17). 

8. Schoening teaches device driver management, including locating a name associated with 
the device-specific driver portion in a table using the device identifier (device type value), 
comparing versions associated with functions of the device-specific driver portion to versions 
expected (device mapping table) through an application program interface (device mapper 
operations). See col. 13, lines 60-66, col. 15, lines 14-45, col. 16, line 50 - col. 17, line 59. Given 
the teaching of Schoening, one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to include 
locating and comparing into Bondy as modified because this would have allowed new devices to 
be added without requiring revision of the applications (col. 3, lines 24-33). 

9. As to claims 3, 4, 20, 21, 35, Bondy teaches the device identifier includes an application- 
specific integrated circuit identifier / a graphics chip identifier (Silicon Graphics Inc., GL, IBM 
graPHICGS, col. 4, lines 55-58) 

10. As to claims 5, 6, 18, 19, Keller teaches device driver architecture, wherein a hardware- 
specific driver portion includes direct draw functions (DD 66), and direct 3D functions (68 
including D3D; col. 7, lines 46-60) 

11. As to claim 7, Bondy teaches calling a function to load a block of executable code in 
kernel mode memory (col. 5, line 62 - col. 6, line 6). 
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12. As to claims 10, 14, Bondy teaches the device-independent driver code includes two- 
dimensional graphics functions (2-D module 56). 

13. As to claim 13, note discussion of claim 1, and note the equivalence of device- 
independent functions / device-independent driver code. Bondy further teaches device- 
independent functions are capable of supporting a plurality of different display devices (package 
56 supports devices A, B, C, D represented by the respective adapters); a plurality of device- 
specific driver portions (device specific code; col. 4, lines 27-42), each only capable of 
supporting a portion of the plurality of different display devices (device specific code 81-84 
support devices A, B, C, D respectively). Note claim 1 for second function to load and for kernel 
mode memory. 

14. As to claim 31, it is a program product claim of claim 13, thus not claim 13 for 
discussion. 

15. As to claims 1 1 and 36, Schoening teaches device driver management, including locating 
a name associated with the device-specific driver portion in a table using the device identifier 
(device type value), comparing versions associated with functions of the device-specific driver 
portion to versions expected (device mapping table) through an application program interface 
(device mapper operations). See col. 16, line 50 - col. 17, line 59. Given the teaching of 
Schoening, one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to include locating and 
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comparing into Bondy as modified because this would have allowed new devices to be added 
without requiring revision of the applications (col. 3, lines 24-33). 

16. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bondy et al (U.S. 
5,491,813) in view of Keller et al (U.S. 5,752,032) further in view of Shirakabe et al (U.S. 
5,136,709). 

17. As to claim 16, Shirakabe teaches loading device drivers, including determining 
addresses associated with functions of the particular device-specific driver portion (col. 8, lines 
27-53). Given the teaching of Shirakabe, one of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to include determining addresses into Bondy as modified because this would have 
provided independent configuration of the driver and the kernel (col. 10, lines 20-29). 

Response to Arguments 

1 8. Applicant's arguments filed 3/20/2006 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In the remarks, Applicant argues in substance that Schoening fails to teach the identifying 
step is based on a comparison of versions associated with functions of the device-specific driver 
portion to version expected through an application programming interface because (1) the device 
mapping table of Schoening is not the same as or equivalent to a comparison of versions 
associated with functions of a device specific driver portion to versions expected through an API, 
(2) Bondy and Keller are directed to the use of device drivers in connection with operating 
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systems in a computer system, in contrast, Schoening is directed to a network management 
system whereby the devices of a network are mapped based on functionality of implementation 
in a network, and (3) there is no motivation to combine Bondy, Keller and Schoening. 
Examiner respectfully traverses Applicant's arguments: 

As to the point (1), the action has been clarified to show comparison of versions 
associated with functions of the device-specific driver portion to version expected 
through an application programming interface. 
- As to the point (2), In response to applicant's argument that the teachings of Schoening 
and the teachings of Bondy and Keller are directed to non-analogous art, it has been held 
that a prior art reference must either be in the field of applicant's endeavor or, if not, then 
be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which the applicant was 
concerned, in order to be relied upon as a basis for rejection of the claimed invention. 
See In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, 
Schoening is directed to managing devices wherein the device functionality can be 
mapped at run time based on the device identification. 

As to the point (3), In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to 
combine the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established 
by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 
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958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Schoening already 
provides the reason. 



Conclusion 

1 9. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

20. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Diem K. Cao whose telephone number is (571) 272-3760. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 7:30AM - 3:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, William Thomson can be reached on (571) 272-371 8. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner for Patents 
PO Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application should be 
directed to the TC 2100 Group receptionist at 571-272-2100. 

Diem Cao 




